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of the Code. Thus, to use a specific example, if Aesculus octandra is the backcross parent, the formula might be A. glabra < octandra. This formula, however, may be more confusing particularly to the curator who may prefer to file the specimen simply under the first epithet rather than (in the example above) the dominant component. In this case, the arrangement A. octandra > glabra would be the best solution. This differs in one respect from the proposed by Li, by omitting the repetition of the abbreviation for the genus before the second epithet. It would seem that the indication of the genus here would be necessary only if this were an intergeneric hybrid.
Many authors have simply given the name of the species to which the specimen is most nearly referable (or presumably the backcross parent) and then added a short sentence such as "with characters showing influence of ...," or possibly "atypical, with characters of .. .," or "atypical, contaminated with ..." This method is awkward unless the annotation label is printed. Here is one of the advantages of a symbol or concise formula which would convey the same meaning as a sentence. Use of the word "contaminated" is poor due to its connotation.
When detailed quantitative analysis of the specimen is not available and hybridization or introgression is merely implied as the cause of the intermediacy, it would seem best just to state that the specimen was "atypical, probably of hybrid derivation." This noncommittal method has been used by some authors.
If a method of annotation, such as the one proposed by Li, is standardized, there should be caution against overuse by those having little or no evidence of actual hybridization or introgression. In other words, it could be an easy way of annotating seemingly intermediate specimens without real knowledge of the natural populations. Since one is not safe in implying introgression on an herbarium label without evidence, some might argue against the standardization of a method of doing so. When, however, there is ample evidence of introgression from a careful monographic study of a group using the developed techniques of analysing populations, or at least a thorough knowledge of the plants involved, a more definite statement could be made, and therefore a more precise formula or means of annotation should be used for these specimens. 
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